For the Record 


Most of what one reads about Eastern Orthodox Christianity is an outrageous blend of 
scholarship-by-gossip and history-by-rumor. What little that is accurate is too often filtered 
through the prism of Western (Roman Catholic and Protestant) religious experiences. Sadly 
enough, this weakness holds forth even among the "Westernized" Orthodox scholars who 
represent the growing American population of Orthodox Christians. I have become accustomed 
to reading the most inaccurate gobbledegook on the Eastern Church passed off as scholarship. 

Mark Isaacs, in his essay "Our Yuletide Traditions" (THE NEW AMERICAN, December 
31, 1991), however, adds a new dimension to all that I have read. He claims that. influenced by 
the Montanist heretics, Orthodox Christians set January 6th for the date of the birth as well as the 
baptism of Christ. In fact, Orthodox Christians celebrate the Feast of the Nativity of Christ on 
January 7th and the baptism of Christ, Theophany, on January 19th. Moreover, January 7th and 
January 19th on the Gregorian (or Papal) Calendar now followed by most Western Christians 
and "Westernized" (New Calendar) Orthodox Christians in the Americas are precisely December 
25th and January 6th on the Julian Calendar (which traditionalist or "Old Calendar" Orthodox 
Christians follow). 

Not only did the Eastern Church vehemently condemn the Montanist heresy, but it 
followed the consensus of the Early Church in setting the celebration of Christ's birth on 
December 25th -- a date put forth by Hippolytus, among others, with absolutely no attention to 
numerology and a fear of the imperfections of fractions. A good Greek text of the Church 
Fathers dispels much of what Westerners take as "givens" about the Early Church. 

BISHOP CHRYSOSTOMOS 

Exarch in America, True (Old Calendar) 
Orthodox Church of Greece 

Etna, California 


Correction in Order 

The December 17, 1991 issue of THE NEW AMERICAN contains a significant error 
which should be corrected. On page 41 in the article entitled "Gun Report" by Robert W. Lee, is 
the statement: "The Killeen Massacre ranks as the worst single mass killing in U.S. history...." 
Mr. Lee has overlooked the intentionally set fire at the Happyland Social Club in the Bronx in 
March 1990. At that time, Julio Gonzalez entered the Club armed with a gallon of gasoline and a 
pack of matches and started a fire which killed 87 people. 

The editors of Time and other liberal publications have described the Killeen, Texas 
murders as "the worst mass killing in U,S. history." Considering their blatant hostility toward 
gun ownership by law-abiding Americans, I am not surprised at their distortion of the truth. But 
THE NEW AMERICAN prints the truth and owes its readers a correction. 
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MICHAEL A. CROUNSE, M.D. 
Pensacola, Florida 


Robert W. Lee responds: "J should have labeled the Killeen massacre as 'the worst single 
mass shooting in U.S. history.’ However, some might contend that the worst mass shooting in 
U.S. history occurred at the Battle of Gettysburg, in which case I should have phrased it 'the 
worst mass shooting by a single individual in U.S. history." 

Second Thoughts on Bork 

Mark D. Isaacs obviously spent considerable time and effort researching for his article 
"Our Republic In Crisis" (December 7, 1991). Mr. Isaacs makes several references to comments 
of Judge Robert Bork, former Supreme Court nominee. 

It needs to be highlighted, however, that Robert Bork is not the rigid constitutionalist 
some would have us believe. Specifically, I refer you to Life magazine, Fall 1991, page 98, 
where Mr. Bork states: "... the National Rifle Association is always arguing that the Second 
Amendment determines the right to bear arms. But I think it really is people's right to bear arms 
in a militia..." 

Such an attitude and flawed understanding of a most fundamental and cherished liberty is 
the problem so many of us are fighting today. 

ALAN D. BOYD 
Midland, Texas 


FRONT PAGE From the Atlantic to the Urals 
(and Beyond) 


William F. Jasper 

In the final days of 1991, the future of Europe -- and, perhaps, the world -- was unfolding 
in the cities of Moscow and Maastricht in seemingly opposite directions, propelled, apparently, 
by opposite forces. In Moscow, the Soviet empire appeared to be dissolving into a chaotic sea of 
centrifugal-nationalism (we said "appeared to be"), while at the European Council in Maastricht, 
Netherlands the centripetal forces of internationalism were sweeping aside the remaining 
vestiges of national sovereignty, the better to bind the nations of the West into the new European 
Community (EC) suprastate. 

A New Europe 

A closer look at this dizzying whirl of conflicting currents -- "the combined and 
simultaneous devolution and evolution of the nation-state," as Secretary of State James Baker 
puts it -- reveals not so much discord as design amidst the chaos. Indeed, Baker explained in his 
address last June 18th to the Aspen Institute in Berlin, "Evolution and devolution are not 
alternatives, but complementary, and indeed interdependent developments." 

The assembled cognoscenti of that Establishment group undoubtedly understood that Mr. 
Baker was laying out new plays in the global game plan called the new world order. That game 
plan, as spelled out by Insiders of the Council on Foreign Relations (CFR), the Trilateral 
Commission (TC), and other "world order" organizations, in their writings, speeches, and 
policies of the last seven decades, has unswervingly called for the gradual convergence of the 
communist East with the capitalist West, merging ultimately into a one-world government. 

Such a merger, however, was impossible as long as the Kremlin was occupied by 
bloody-handed communist thugs with long records of nasty deeds. Since the days of Lenin's 
Bolsheviks, the CFR bankers, industrialists, and politicians had supplied the Red totalitarians 
with capital, technology, and diplomatic prestige as they destroyed one nation after another, 
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slaughtered peoples by the tens of millions, enslaved hundreds of millions more, and built the 
nuclear arsenal that would be used to blackmail the West. 

But the merger phase required radically new images of the leadership in Moscow, 
leadership that could evoke hope and trust and friendship from the people of the West. Enter 
Mikhail Gorbachev, "The Man Who Changed the World" (as the title of the Gorbachev 
biography by Gail Sheehy proclaims), Nobel laureate, Time's "Man of the Decade." 

Gorbachev, wholly CFR-manufactured-and-approved for consumption in the West, 
knows the new world order tune and is given to calls for "reunification of East and West," a 
"common European home," and a new Europe "from the Atlantic to the Urals." At his Aspen 
Institute talk, Baker let it be known that the new world order vision was now substantially larger. 
"Our objective," he said, "is ... a Euro-Atlantic Community that extends east from Vancouver to 
Vladivostock." 

A major step in that direction was taken in November with the signing of accords 
between the EC and Poland, Hungary, and Czechoslovakia to "pave the way for eventual EC 
membership" for the former Warsaw Pact nations. Bulgaria is concluding a similar accord. 

The "Monnet Summit" 

"While attention focuses on resurgent nationalisms," notes ardent one-worlder Flora 
Lewis (CFR, TC), "... two ideas are rising to challenge the established concept of the sovereign 
state." The first, writes Lewis in the winter 1991-92 issue of Foreign Policy, published by the 
Carnegie Endowment for International Peace, is "cooperative intervention," as pursued in the 
recent Persian Gulf campaign. "the other challenge to the tradition of sovereign decision 
making," says the Paris-based senior columnist of the New York Times, "is supranationalism, the 
pooling of resources and authority on a permanent, regulated basis, as exemplified in the EC." 

On December 9th and 10th, the heads of state and government of the 12 European 
Community members (France, Italy, Belgium, Germany, the Netherlands, Luxembourg, Britain, 
Denmark, Ireland, Greece, Spain, and Portugal) met in the Dutch city of Maastricht to bring 
about further pooling of resources and authority. The conclave did not produce as far-reaching 
"progress" as the most Euro-minded had hoped, but went far enough that German Chancellor 
Helmut Kohl, the event's leading Pan-Europeanist, could claim after the meeting that "Europe is 
not the same Europe," and "the path to European union is now irreversible." 

The countries agreed to establish monetary union and a single currency, the ECU, by 
1999, and perhaps as early as 1997. They agreed also to establish a European central bank, 
develop a common defense and security policy, and "harmonize" immigration and labor policies. 
Not all was harmony, however. British Prime Minister John Major demanded, and got, a separate 
"opt out" clause, under which Britain's Parliament will have the opportunity to vote on whether 
or not to scrap the pound and adopt the new currency. 

Writing on the eve of the summit, Lionel Stoleru, economics editor of The European, 
observed that "Maastricht could be called the 'Monnet summit," since it followed the late Jean 
Monnet's dictum that political union will follow economic union. Monnet, a French socialist 
economist and the architect of the European Community, is often called "the Father of Europe." 

"Money is the key link which will transform economic union into a political union," says 
Stoleru, who is obviously a devotee of Monnet. "Take the central bank to a supra-national level 
and the national balance of powers collapses because monetary union is impossible without the 
converging economic policies referred to in the treaty as 'multilateral surveillance." 

"What does it mean to be European?" Stoleru asks. "It means to accept the transfer of 
national sovereignty to the European Community. In that sense, the European monetary union is 
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not monetary progress; it is political progress confirming the triumph of Monnet's pioneering 
vision." And Monnet's ultimate vision? That was clearly spelled out in the Resolutions on 
Political Union at Monnet's Congress of Europe in 1948: "The creation of a United Europe must 
be regarded as an essential step towards the creation of a United World." 

Commissars and CFRs 

As you might imagine, such an undertaking requires an enormous coordination of efforts. 
Thus we have seen a proliferation of political and economic "summit" conferences, high-level 
bilateral and multilateral meetings, and globes-traddling diplomatic activity in recent years. In 
the past year the pace has intensified. Besides taking in the official meetings of the EC and its 
affiliate organizations, the CFR/TC globalists have been shuttling back and forth between 
Washington, Moscow, Paris, Brussels, London, Tokyo, and New York for meetings of NATO, 
the Group of 7, Group of 24, Conference on Security and Cooperation in Europe, International 
Monetary Fund, World Bank, Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development, and, of 
course, the United Nations. 

Then there are the non-stop private confabs of the CFR, TC, Aspen, the Bilderbergers, 
the Institute for International Economics, the U.S.USSR Trade and Economic Council, etc. 

Here is a small sampling of some recent events you may have missed: 

* Following his visit to the Soviet Union, U.S. Export-Import Bank President John D. 
Macomber (CFR) announced on October 2nd that the Ex-Im Bank would be extending $80 
million in new loan guarantees to the Soviet central government and the Russian Republic. 

¢ At a November 9th summit meeting in Brussels between President George Bush 
(former CFR, TC), EC Commission President Jacques Delors, and Ruud Lubbers, president of 
the European Council of Ministers, the leaders reaffirmed their commitment to economic 
assistance for Eastern Europe and released a statement supporting a United Nations Arms 
Register. Pursuant to the Transatlantic Declaration adopted in November 1990, the President of 
the United States and other top U.S. officials will hold regular meetings, briefings, and 
consultations with their EC counterparts. 

* Foreign ministers of the G-24 countries meeting in Brussels on November 11th agreed 
to extend economic aid to Albania and the newly independent Baltic states. The G-24 group, 
made up of the 12 EC member states, the members of the European Free Trade Association, 
Australia, Canada, Japan, New Zealand, Turkey, and the United States, has provided $32 billion 
to the governments of Eastern Europe since the beginning of 1990. 

¢ At a Moscow press conference on November 18th, U. S. Ambassador to the Soviet 
Union Robert Strauss (CFR) said that the West should "risk a couple of billion bucks" by 
deferring Soviet debt payments and sending additional aid to Moscow. At the same time, the 
financial experts of the Group of Seven -- the United States, Germany, Japan, Britain, Canada, 
France, and Italy -- were meeting behind closed doors with representatives of all 12 Soviet 
republics, plus Lithuania and Estonia, to fashion more economic bailout programs for their 
crumbling socialist systems. 

Selling the Product 

The "spin doctors" of the CFR/TC dominated news media, of course, have been essential 
for selling these goods to the American public. Time magazine, for instance, could not resist 
giving their favorite communist another cover and more glowing tributes in their December 23rd 
issue. In a "final days" interview, Time's Editor-at-Large, Strobe Talbott (CFR, TC), and John 
Kohan asked, "How can the West help the process of reform?" "We need your help now," came 
Gorbachev's predictable reply. "Immediately. Stop hesitating or we will all have to pay a greater 
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price in the end. You should promote reform in the commonwealth and, first of all, in Russia. 
They need urgent help in the form of hard currency to provide the consumer goods for the 
market and speed up the move toward a convertible ruble. They want to move faster, but they 
cannot do so without a stabilizing fund of several billion dollars. If you have given aid to Poland 
and Hungary, Russia certainly deserves it." 

"What about the KGB?" Time asked. Answer: "I wouldn't worry about them. The 
intelligence service has been split [into foreign and domestic branches] so that it operates as a 
normal agency in any civilized state .... Perhaps there are individuals out there who could cause 
trouble, but not the organization as such." Yep, they're just your typical Boy Scouts now. 

Newsweek, on December 30th, came out with a special issue sporting a "Year of 
Yeltsin/Decade of Democracy" cover and excerpts of conversations between the bumptious 
Boris Yeltsin and Newsweek Editor Maynard Parker (CFR), Andrew Nagorski (CFR), and 
others. 

Likewise, the electronic media alternated between tearful farewells to the departing 
Gorbachev and breathless excitement over Yeltsin's new regime. But don't weep for poor 
Mikhail. As ABC's Ted Koppel (CFR) informed us in a special Prime Time Live program from 
the Kremlin on December 26th, "Yeltsin agreed to provide a couple of former Communist Party 
office buildings for an institute on foreign affairs that Gorbachev wants to run. Gorbachev will 
reportedly receive a pension equal to his salary as state president .... " And, no doubt, he will be 
touring the American college lecture circuit and TV/radio talk-show programs. The previous 
night on Nightline, Koppel noted: "Throughout, Mikhail Gorbachev has been, and is, to this day, 
a dedicated Communist." True, and an unrepentant, bloody-handed tyrant, but that didn't stop 
Ted Koppel from tossing bouquets of admiration his way. 

President Bush on Christmas Day welcomed the "new" Russia, "led by its courageous 
president, Boris Yeltsin." That seems to be the universal thing to do. Even conservatives seem to 
find Yeltsin irresistible. Columnist Mona Charen, for instance, has written, "Boris Yeltsin, who 
has shown himself to be such stuff as heroes are made of, will be the undisputed champion of the 
people." 

Even Patrick Buchanan in a column after the August "coup" was uncharacteristically off 
the target. "For President Bush," he wrote, "it is past time to cease his indulgence and reliance on 
reactionary and 'reform' communists -- and to put his country squarely on the side of Boris 
Yeltsin and Russia." 

And Rush Limbaugh, the ubiquitous radio commentator and rabid Gorby basher, 
apparently finds Yeltsin more to his liking. In his January Ist, 1992 newspaper column 
Limbaugh calls Yeltsin a "courageous and catalytic leader" whose "fearlessness and tenacity 
made possible the most monumental liberation in history." 

A Counterfeit Liberation 

On December 8th, with Yeltsin leading the way, the Slavic "republics" of Russia, 
Byelorussia, and Ukraine formed the core of the new "commonwealth." At a meeting in the 
Kazakh capital of Alma-Ata on December 21st, they were joined by eight of the other former 
Soviet "republics" -- Kazakhstan, Turkmenistan, Tadzhikistan, Kirgizia, Uzbekistan, Moldavia, 
Armenia, and Azerbaijan. The three Baltic states (Lithuania, Latvia, and Estonia) and the 
republic of Georgia, where heavy factional fighting continues, have opted out of the new 
arrangement. The "presidents" of the new commonwealth republics -- none of whom were 
elected in free, open, multi-party elections -- named Soviet Defense Minister Yevgeny 
Shaposhnikov as the head of the unified military command that would control all nuclear and 
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conventional forces. 

Four of the "formerly" communist republics -- Kazakhstan, Kirghizia, Tadzhikistan, 
Turkmenistan -- still carry the communist hammer and sickle on their new flags. The new 500 
ruble note issued by Yeltsin's Russian Republic features a large graven image of Lenin himself. 
But these are hardly the only evidence that the new "democracy" is a sham. 

"All the evidence I've seen indicates that the "democracy" of the new commonwealth 
republics is about as genuine as that in the rest of Eastern Europe," Dr. David Funderburk, 
former U.S. Ambassador to Romania, told THE NEW AMERICAN. "The Bucharest regime is 
worse than ever. The Romanian secret police are still operating, and have actually increased their 
operations. 

"The 'elections' that we've heard about in the new republics are very curious," says 
Funderburk, "and none more so than in Moldavia. Anyone familiar with the history and the 
ethnic and social fabric of that country would know that in a truly free and independent election 
Moldavians would never vote to join with Russia. They might vote to join with Romania, to 
whom they are more closely related. But Russia? Never! And it goes much the same for the rest 
of the republics." 

"None of the 'new' leadership is really new, none have been democratically elected, 
they're not 'dissidents' or 'reformers,"" says Albert Jolis, executive director of the American 
Foundation for Resistance International. "They're all very bad guys with a lot of blood on their 
hands. They still rule like communists." A typical example of this, he told THE NEW 
AMERICAN, was the presidential "election" in Armenia. "Lev-Petrosian stole the election plain 
and simple. He denied the opposition access to radio, TV, and press and sent his thugs out to 
physically attack the Opposition candidates. He is responsible, along with Gorbachev, for the 
murder of many over the past year under the guise of quelling 'ethnic discord." 

Edward J. Epstein, author of Deception (1989, Simon and Schuster), and an expert on the 
Soviet KGB, warns that those writing the epitaph for communism are premature. "You have to 
remember that the Soviet Union was in absolute chaos during the 1920's .... There were all kinds 
of power struggles, nationalist and independence movements, just like we're seeing today," he 
told THE NEW AMERICAN. "In fact, Lenin and Stalin both were then far more vulnerable than 
are the new Soviet leaders now. From the point when Stalin took control in 1926, it took five 
years for him to consolidate power. In spite of everything we're seeing and hearing about 
‘collapse’ and 'implosion' of the Soviet Union, the armed forces, the KGB, and the Communist 
Party apparatus remain pretty much in place. They've been renamed and restructured... but 
putting the pieces back together again is not difficult. I think someone will do it, and with much 
greater ease than Stalin did." 

Nevertheless, the Bush Administration has taken the incredible position of providing 
funds from America's defense budget to Yeltsin and company. Defense Secretary Dick Cheney 
(CFR) on December 28th admitted that the Soviet military buildup is continuing, even as the 
Western alliance sends them billions of dollars, ostensibly to help them disarm and feed their 
hungry populace. Appearing on CNN's Newsmaker Saturday, Cheney stated, "We want to help 
them shrink their stockpile. We've got money in our budget to help them dismantle systems .... 
"Moments later he admitted, "One of the things I'm concerned about is that we still see, even at 
this late date, even with their economy in a state of utter collapse, with the political structure 
having been totally changed dramatically just in the past few weeks, we still see ongoing efforts 
inside the former Soviet Union to produce more nuclear weapons, to deploy new ballistic 
missiles targeted against the United States. That's unacceptable behavior in the long term." Long 
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term? Why, pray tell, is it acceptable in the "short term" and how are the two deemed? 

Thankfully, someone in Congress has retained some sanity amidst the euphoria about 
"the end of the Cold War." Senator Malcolm Wallop (R-WY), writing in USA Today on 
December 2nd, warned: "Money is fungible. The 500 million taxpayer dollars are nothing more 
than a subsidy for strategic nuclear modernization. Their modernization efforts are not in doubt. 
Thus, what they no longer have to spend on dismantling old nuclear weapons can now be spent 
on procuring new SS-24s and 25s. Without this subsidy, they must choose between their agreed 
obligations to destroy old weapons and the luxury of buying new, more lethal ones .... Instead, 
perhaps, since we have the technology the Soviets claim to lack, we should be paid to destroy 
these old weapons until they cease to build new ones." 

Killing Freedom in Croatia 

"The grim reality of George Bush's new world order is plain to see in the horror taking 
place in Croatia today," says David Funderburk. "What is especially scandalous is the way 
George Bush has had a pro-Yugoslav Insider like Lawrence Eagleburger [CFR, TC], who is so 
heavily tied to the communist Belgrade regime, as his point man on this matter, and the lengths 
to which he has gone to thwart Western European recognition of Croatia." 

Eagleburger, Dr. Funderburk reminds us, is a Kissinger protégé who served as Jimmy 
Carter's ambassador to Yugoslavia before being promoted to president of the Kissinger 
Associates consulting firm. Before coming back to "public service" as Deputy Secretary of State, 
he served on the boards of the Ljubljanska Bank of Communist Yugoslavia and Yugo America, 
Inc., the automobile manufacturer. 

Tito's "reform" successors, who, in the last six months, have bombed hundreds of 
churches, schools, and hospitals, killed over 25,000 people (most of them non-combatants), 
destroyed hundreds of villages, and left 600,000 refugees homeless in Croatia, have been 
recipients of billions of dollars in Western aid. In the past year and a half, the Belgrade regime 
has received some $18 million in U.S. taxpayer subsidized loans through the Export-Import 
Bank and the Overseas Private Investment Corporation (OPIC). More U.S. tax dollars have 
flowed into Yugoslavia by way of the nearly $1 billion in World Bank loans awarded in the past 
24 months. 

Meanwhile at the United Nations, former Secretary-General Javier Perez de Cuellar and 
special envoy Cyrus Vance (CFR), who served as Jimmy Carter's Secretary of State, used all 
powers and influence at their disposal to thwart and delay recognition of the tiny, valiant 
Croatian republic by any country. The UN embargo against Yugoslavia, which was meant to 
appear as a sanction against Belgrade, was in reality a gift to the communists. The communist 
Serb forces are already heavily armed and have large military stockpiles. What the embargo has 
done is prevent the Croatians from gaining access to the arms and munitions they desperately 
need to defend themselves. 

Perhaps the bloodshed in Yugoslavia is supposed to serve as an example of what's to 
come in the former Soviet republics if we fail to embrace them and include them in the 
developing new world order. But of one thing we can be certain: The integration of East and 
West would not now be proceeding at such a breathtaking pace if the "the Evil Empire" had 
continued to present a threatening, despotic image to the rest of the world. 


REVIEW OF THE NEWS 


Gorbachev Resigns Presidency 
Stating, "I hereby discontinue my activities at the post of president of the USSR," 
Mikhail S. Gorbachev on December 25th resigned as leader of the disassembled Soviet Union. 
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His resignation had been taken as a given since December 21st, when 11 of the 12 Soviet 
republics joined together as the Commonwealth of Independent States under Russia President 
Boris Yeltsin. 

After his resignation, Gorbachev relinquished the "nuclear button," a briefcase containing 
launching codes, giving Yeltsin control over an estimated 27,000 nuclear weapons. Yeltsin has 
stated that in order to fire such weapons, he would first have to consult with the leaders of 
Ukraine, Byelorussia, and Kazakhstan, the other three commonwealth states holding nuclear 
weapons. 

After the resignation, President Bush praised Gorbachev for "the revolutionary 
transformation of the totalitarian dictatorship and the liberation of his people from its smothering 
embrace." Mr. Bush also commended the Soviet leader for his search for global peace, stating 
that "his legacy guarantees him an honored place in history." 

U.S. Recognizes Republics 

In his Christmas address to the nation, President Bush announced his diplomatic 
recognition of Russia and five other republics of the newly formed Commonwealth of 
Independent States. Proclaiming that "our enemies have become our partners," Mr. Bush 
acknowledged the Russian federation as the "continuation state" to the Soviet Union, and 
Russian President Boris Yeltsin as Mikhail Gorbachev's successor. 

In addition to Russia, Mr. Bush formally recognized the republics of Ukraine, Armenia, 
Kazakhstan, Byelorussia, and Kirgizia. The President said that he would also recognize the 
independence of the republics of Moldavia, Turkmenistan, Azerbaijan, Tadzhikistan, Georgia, 
and Uzbekistan, but would withhold formal diplomatic recognition of these countries until each 
had demonstrated a commitment to economic, democratic, and human rights reforms. 

On December 26th, President Bush signed on to the Senate's ratification of a treaty 
between the United States and Russia (reached when Gorbachev was still Soviet president), 
which would limit conventional forces in Europe. He also suggested the possibility of an early 
summit with Yeltsin to discuss such foreign relations issues as nuclear weapons. 

Georgian President Flees 

President Zviad Gamsakhurdia of the republic of Georgia fled the parliament building in 
the capital city of Tblisi on January 6th, following a two-week siege by opposition forces who 
accused the president of exercising dictatorial powers and of violating human rights. Fighting 
between loyalist forces and rebels, led in part by former Georgian Prime Minister Tengiz Sigua, 
began on December 22nd when Gamsakhurdia ordered rebel troops to turn in their weapons. The 
fighting was seen as a continuation of the power struggle which had plagued the country in 
September and October. 

Gamsakhurdia, who adamantly refused to deal with the opposition throughout the 
fighting, calling their actions "terroristic," had been abandoned by senior Georgian officials on 
December 28th. The officials, including two deputy defense ministers, the justice minister, and a 
deputy interior minister, called on the president to resign in order to avert civil war. 

Opposition leaders had established a ruling military council prior to deposing 
Gamsakhurdia, and after he fled they stated that they would form a civilian government and 
would call for elections sometime in the spring. 

Georgia is the only former Soviet republic that has not joined the Commonwealth of 
Independent States. Rebel leader Dzhaba Ioseliana stated that any action toward joining the 
commonwealth would have to wait until a civilian government was established. 

Bush Trade Mission 
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President Bush began a 12-day Far East trade mission on December 30th, designed to 
drum up foreign business for American manufacturers and turn around a stagnant economy. 
Asked about specifics of the trip, Mr. Bush stated, "We're going to be talking about breaking 
open markets that shut out American products, American business, and ... deny us the 
opportunity to create more American jobs." 

At the top of the list of concerns was a $41 billion U.S. trade deficit with Japan. As Mr. 
Bush's trip got under way, there were indications that Japan would be willing to ease restrictions 
on some American goods sold in Japan, particularly American automobiles. 

Mr. Bush's first stop was a two day visit to Australia, the first by an American president 
since 1967, where on January 2nd Mr. Bush assured Australian leaders of America's security 
commitment to the Asia-Pacific region. But Mr. Bush refused to consider a change of policy in 
subsidizing American wheat farmers, an action which has hurt Australian wheat farmers. 

Mr. Bush's next stop was Singapore, where on January 4th he won approval from the 
Singapore government to relocate the U.S. naval Pacific command headquarters from the 
Philippines to the island state. The U.S. Navy is scheduled to close its Subic Bay naval station 
located in the Philippines by the end of 1992. 

On January 5th, President Bush arrived in Seoul, South Korea, where he cautioned 
President Roh Tae Woo against rushing into agreements with communist North Korea, 
particularly in light of rumors that North Korea was attempting to build nuclear weapons. The 
treaty which North and South Korea signed on December 31st included a mutual agreement to 
ban nuclear weapons from Korean soil. 

After concluding his Korean visit, Mr. Bush was to make his way to Japan for meetings 
beginning on January 7th. 

-- DAVID W. BOHON 


NATION What's Wrong with 


"Abstinence Ed" ? 

Mrs. Randy Engel has battled the sex education establishment for more than 25 years. 
She founded the United States Coalition for Life, a pro-life think tank, in 1972 and the 
International Foundation for Genetic Research (popularly known as the Michael Fund) in 1978. 
Mrs. Engel is a much sought-after speaker and the author of the book Sex Education -- The 
Final Plague. She is a director of the National Coalition of Clergy and Laity. This interview was 
conducted by John F. McManus. 

Q. How do you define "sex education"? 

A. So-called "sex education" is the systematic instruction of children in explicit sexual matters 
in an open and public classroom setting at the elementary and secondary school level. It may be 
given either as a separate course or integrated into a legitimate course of study. A more precise 
term for what is being done in the schools would be "sex initiation" or "sexual conditioning." 

Q. Why are you opposed to organized sex education? 


A. Group sex education amounts to a perversion of nature. It makes public and open that 
which is naturally private and intimate. Any teaching about sex in a public setting violates 
privacy and intimacy. Sex education in the classroom is an insidious and unnatural invitation to 
sexual activity; it is erotic seduction; and it is even a form of child molestation, violating the 
natural latency and post-latency periods of child development, periods which are crucial for 
normal development of the whole person. 


Q. Why do you consider sex education courses an invitation to sexual activity? 
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A. By systematically attacking what should be called "holy bashfulness," and by eroding the 
common sense of shame present in everyone, these programs clear the way for all forms of 
sexual activity. 

Q. Why was the classroom chosen to be the major vehicle for these sex initiation courses? 

A. The classroom provides the ideal setting for mass indoctrination. It even includes some 
features that the mass media and other fountains of indoctrination do not have. The typical 
classroom has an audience of immature and impressionable young people, held captive for long 
periods of time, under the influence of an authority figure, and in the state of "parentectomy," 
when children are separated from their parents, the proper source of their religious and moral 
influence. 

Q. You are now combating a new form of sex education in the schools. What is it? 


A. Many Americans have become aware of both the Planned Parenthood-type programs and 
the modified programs containing a smattering of "God-language" produced by Brown, Sadlier, 
Benziger, and others. The new kid on the sex-education block is being marketed under the label 
of "Chastity Education" in parochial schools and "Abstinence Education" in public schools. 

Q. what is wrong with "Chastity Education" and "Abstinence Education"? 

A. These alternative sex education programs have been produced through the efforts of 
individuals who accept the fiction that youngsters in elementary and secondary schools must be 
given some form of sexual education. 

In a certain sense, the so-called "chastity" and "abstinence" programs are even more 
dangerous to young people than the usual rot. In these programs, a child is deliberately exposed 
to information that stimulates sexually while at the same time being told to be chaste, 1.e., pure in 
thought, word, and deed. This causes an unnatural psychological, moral, and spiritual conflict in 
the young. 

Though there are some distinct differences, these programs actually have a great deal in 
common with Planned Parenthood-type programs. They employ values clarification techniques 
that are designed to effect in the young the dual conditioning processes of desensitization and 
desacralization in matters of sexuality. This is the hallmark of all forms of classroom sex 
education. To appreciate what I have just said, one must realize that the fundamental objection to 
classroom sex education courses is not to be found in their specific content, however horrible 
that content might be, or in the specific disposition of the instructor, no matter what his or her 
attitude might be. 

Q. What is the fundamental objection? 

A. It is that such programs make open and public what is and should remain a very private and 
intimate sphere of the human person -- called "the secret self" by the brilliant philosopher and 
crusader for purity Dietrich von Hildebrand. This consequence is unavoidable no matter how 
good and noble the intentions of the instructors or the type of program employed. 

Q. Even a program conducted by a good person will be harmful? 

A. Oh, yes. In fact, one should keep in mind that, as a rule, the more innocent appearing and 
charming the instructor and the instruction, the more harmful is the desensitization and 
conditioning process. Thus, an instructor like the overtly obnoxious Sol Gordon, the king of 
kiddie porn and the Pied Piper of the sleazy, is not as effective in the conditioning process as Pat 
Miller, the attractive and charming host of the In God's Image series produced by the 
Franciscans. This is because Pat Miller's type of presentation lowers the child's natural defenses 
against the invasion of privacy. The child's resistance to what he or she may initially perceive as 
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a violation of "the Secret self" will be diminished. 
Q. What kind of instructions are teachers of these courses given? 


A. Like their counterparts who use the Planned Parenthood-type programs, abstinence-based 
and chastity instructors are trained to speak openly and candidly to their students about sex so 
that the students may become "more comfortable" with his or her sexuality. Since initially at 
least, some students will sense a deep-seated anxiety due to the inappropriateness of discussing 
sexual matters in an open setting, the sex education instructor is urged to act quickly to assure the 
child that "sex is perfectly natural," or that "there is no need for embarrassment." Toward this 
end, various values clarification techniques are employed, including role playing, open-ended 
dilemmas, and the keeping of personal diaries. 


Q. Are there other areas where these programs are similar to the Planned Parenthood-type 
programs? 

A. Yes. One is that they separate the child from his or her parent. The new "chastity industry" 
pays lip service to parents as the natural and competent instructors of their children in matters of 
sexuality. But if you read through the manuals produced to accompany these courses, you get the 
distinct impression that parents as a whole represent a rather sexually ignorant class and are 
themselves in need of professional help. That professional help, of course, would likely be a 
sexual facilitator who would assist them in clarifying their values and relieving them of their 
sexual "hangups." As these courses proliferate, we can expect the introduction of seminars and 
courses designed to explain the facts of life to parents -- as if the individuals who have produced 
children don't know what they're doing. 

Another almost unbelievable problem with these programs is their position regarding 
"self-esteem." The entire thrust here is that everyone should put self first. Not God, not neighbor, 
not parents, not anyone but self. It is no surprise that Planned Parenthood has chosen to promote 
"self esteem" because it conveys the notion that everyone should do what he or she wants to do, 
rather than what he or she ought to do according to the nature implanted in each one of us by 
God. 

Q. What can you tell us about the actual content of one of these "alternative" sex education 
programs? 

A. Second Thoughts, a video designed in soap opera format for the "Sex Respect" course, 
comes in two versions, one for Christian schools and the other for public schools. Except for a 
few references to God in the former, they are virtually the same. The producers claim, "Without 
being moralistic, Second Thoughts presents teenagers believable and compelling reasons for 
abstinence until marriage." Yet, in the discussion guide accompanying the video, there are 
exercises for open-ended group discussions involving sexual intercourse, options for an 
unplanned pregnancy, and the consequences of lost virginity. The video itself contains a negative 
bias toward marriage in the case of a teenage, out-of-wedlock pregnancy, and abortion is listed 
as an option. 

Q. If someone wants more information about the threat posed by these so-called " chastity" 
programs, where can it be obtained? 

A. The best source is the National Coalition of Clergy and Laity, 1929 Tilghman Street, Suite 
B, Allentown, PA 18104 (Tel. 215-435-4190. Among other items, my article, 
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